INTRODUCTION
In today's global economy, organizations face a complex and constantly changing business environment. To succeed in this increasingly uncertain operating environment, work behavior that supports responding to and mastering of environmental challenges becomes increasingly critical (Campbell, 2000; Griffin, Neal, & Parker, 2007) . Leaders face particular challenges, because rather than focusing on specific and fixed tasks, leaders have to direct, manage, and motivate their teams to accomplish tasks that not only benefit themselves but also benefit the whole organization. In facing these demands, leaders should be evermore proactive to think, plan, and enact well in advance to bring about changes to master the uncertain environment and accomplish organizational missions. Wu and Wang (2011) have addressed the issue of leaders' proactivity by drawing on the goal-process view of proactivity. In addition, they suggested using a 360-degree rating approach to understand leaders' proactivity, given that different observers may rely on different behavioral cues and available information when judging a leader's proactivity. Based on these concepts, this chapter intends to empirically examine the multidimensional nature of proactivity from a multi-rater perspective.
First, drawing on the goal-process view of proactivity that being proactive refers to bringing about change in a sequence of several interrelated stages (Parker, Bindl, & Strauss, 2010) , we assess leaders' proactivity by focusing on the behavioral indicators that are in line with the key proactivity stages. Second, leaders' proactivity may be viewed differently by their supervisors, colleagues, subordinates, and themselves from different angles; thus, it is worthwhile to investigate whether different raters converge or differ in perceiving and evaluating leaders' proactivity. These two issues are best addressed with a Multitrait-Multimethod Matrix (MTMM) study design, which is the main focus of this chapter.
In the following sections, we first introduce the concept of proactive behavior and the goal-process view of proactivity. Then, we elaborate why different raters may have different perceptions on leaders' proactivity. Finally, we present our study design that helps address these two issues.
Goal-Process View of Proactivity
The concept of proactive behavior has been widely discussed in various domains of organizational behavior (Crant, 2000) . Proactive behavior is generally defined as a self-initiated and future-oriented action that aims to change and improve the situation or oneself (Parker, Williams, & Turner, 2006) . Because proactive behavior aims to bring about constructive change, it has been found to positively contribute to multiple individual, team, and organizational level outcomes, including individual performance, career success, team work, and organizational operations (see , for a review).
A perhaps more comprehensive understanding about proactivity is to conceptualize it as a goal process that leads to positive changes in a sequential way. For example, Bateman and Crant (1993) proposed a rough process to achieve a proactive goal by stating that ''proactive people scan for opportunities, show initiative, take action and persevere until they reach closure by bringing about change'' (p. 105). Recently, the process view was further elaborated by several scholars, including Bindl, Parker, Totterdell, and Hagger-Johnson (in press ), Frese and Fay (2001) , and Grant and Ashford (2008) . All of them proposed their own process models of proactivity to outline the stages of completing a proactive action. Although slight differences exist across these models, they all included key stages of setting goals, planning actions, performing behaviors, and reflecting on outcomes. In particular, in order to achieve a proactive goal, individuals have to first imagine possible futures, search for relevant information and set a relevant goal. Then, they need to outline the steps and scenarios to achieve the goal. Next, individuals need to implement the plan with concrete behaviors to make things happen. Finally, after actions are enacted, they need to evaluate the consequences and implications of their behaviors so as to evaluate if the taken behaviors are effective or not in achieving the previously set goal. With this process view taken into account, proactivity can be described as self-initiated and future-focused actions that are persistently sustained to bring changes toward the self or the environment, through a process consisting of envisioning, planning, enacting, and reflecting.
Recently the process view of proactivity has been brought into empirical research. Results of three studies have supported the chain of envisioningplanning-performing process of proactivity, with studies conducted in the contexts of continuing education (Brandsta¨tter, Heimbeck, Malzacher, & Frese, 2003) , career self-management (Raabe, Frese, & Beehr, 2007) and career development (De Vos, De Clippeleer, & Dewilde, 2009 ). In line with this process-oriented perspective, we will use different behavioral indicators to represent different stages in the process that leaders achieve proactive goals. Specifically, we will use envisioning and following goals (envisioning stage), planning (planning stage), and solving problems, creating ideas, and championing change (performing stage) as the indicators in the three different proactive stages. We choose not to include an indicator for the reflecting stage in our study, because the first three stages in the proactive process (i.e., envisioning, planning, and performing) refer to activities that aim at achieving a proactive goal. The last stage of reflecting, however, is evaluationorientated, as it only concerns accomplishments or failures of the taken actions and does not contribute to bringing about change, although we recognize that reflecting is an important stage for future refinement of an individual's proactive actions.
Leaders' Proactivity from Different Raters' Perspective Wu and Wang (2011) suggested that leaders' proactivity can be assessed by different perspectives, including leaders themselves, their supervisors, peers, and subordinates. First, leaders' proactivity can be assessed by leaders themselves. Although self-rating may involve self-lenient effect such that one might overestimate his/her positive behaviors such as proactivity, self-rating may give a more accurate assessment on the cognitive stages, such as goal envisioning and planning, which are difficult to observe by others. Therefore, self-rating may, in its own right, be used to evaluate an individual's proactivity.
For a leader, his/her supervisors, peers, and subordinates can all provide valid assessment on his/her proactivity, but their assessment may differ in a way that reflects the raters' different expectations associated with their hierarchical relationship to the leader. For instance, supervisors may evaluate a target manager's proactivity using a strategic perspective that relates the manager's effectiveness in achieving their goals against the broad context of organizational missions. Peers may evaluate proactivity based on their observation while working together with the rated manager on assigned tasks in project teams. Subordinates may evaluate the same manager's proactivity in terms of the ways they are led by this manager, for instance, how this manager assigns tasks, motivates the team, and solves problems in day-to-day jobs. Hence, it is possible that these observers may have a different perception on the same leader's proactivity.
Despite these potentially different angles across raters, existing empirical findings seem to point to a good level of consistency in ratings across different rater sources. Van Dyne and LePine (1998) and Grant and Mayer (2009) have shown a moderate but positive correlation between peer ratings and supervisor ratings for some facets of proactive behavior (e.g., r ¼ .55 and .44 for voice in Van Dyne and LePine's study and Grant and Mayer's study, respectively; r ¼ .63 for initiative in Grant and Mayer's study). These suggest that ratings on proactivity from different rater sources are quite consistent, though not exactly the same. However, there are two limitations with these studies. First, they tend to adopt the behavioral definition rather than the process definition of proactivity, and thus do not consider all critical activities in the proactive process. For instance, the more cognitive-oriented stages of goal envisioning and planning are not included. Thus, it remains a question as to whether ratings from different rater sources also converge on these cognitive, non-transparent proactive activities. Second, these studies considered only the consistency of ratings provided by the ratees' peers and supervisors, while it is unclear whether other raters, such as subordinates and raters themselves, perceive and evaluate proactivity in the same way. Therefore, this study intends to extend earlier work by more comprehensively assessing proactivity indicators with a process view and by using a more holistic, 360-degree assessment method.
The Present Study
Based on the above discussions, we aim to, firstly, propose and examine proactivity-related indicators with a goal-process view of proactivity; and secondly, investigate whether different raters have a consistent view in evaluating leaders' proactivity. We use an MTMM design to assess the five aforementioned proactivity-related indicators (i.e., envisioning and following goals, planning, solving problems, creating ideas, and championing change) by collecting ratings from leaders themselves, their supervisors, peers, and subordinates. Based on the MTMM data, we use the technique of Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) to construct a Correlated TraitUncorrelated Method (CTUM) model (Marsh, 1989) , so as to separate method effect (i.e., different rating sources), construct effect (i.e., different proactivity-related indicators), and measurement errors. With this model, while controlling the method effect for each rater source, we can assess factorial validity of the five proactivity-related constructs and gauge whether ratings with the same meaning but from different raters can consistently converge on the same underlying construct.
METHOD

Participants and Procedure
A total of 535 (101 females) part-time EMBA students from a graduate business school in China participated in this study. Their age ranged from 29 to 56 years old (M ¼ 39.64, SD ¼ 4.47). During a leadership development workshop, students were briefed about the survey and were asked to find at least one supervisor, three peers, and three subordinates from their work, in addition to themselves, to rate their performance on proactivity. The participants and their nominated raters were each assigned an individual username and password to log on an online survey platform to complete the assigned measures. After completing the survey, the ratings from different raters within the same rater group were then averaged for each distinct proactivity construct. Therefore, each participant received 20 rating scores (4 rater groups Â 5 proactivity constructs that are described in the following section). These 20 scores are used in data analysis.
Measures
Five indicators corresponding to three different process-stages of proactivity were used to measure an individual's proactivity. These indicators were selected from an established 360-degree leadership survey (Wang, Fang, & Mobley, 2006) . The selected indicators were: envisioning and following goals to measure the envisioning stage, planning to measure the planning stage, and solving problems, creating ideas, and championing change to measure the performing stage. Four items for envisioning and following goals assess whether an individual has clear and long-term goals for his/her work and personal development. A sample item is: ''Has clear personal and career goals.'' Two items for planning assess whether an individual arranges work around priorities and makes appropriate plans. A sample item of initiative is: ''Develops plans and schedules to achieve goals efficiently.'' Four items for solving problems assess whether an individual adopts a constructive approach and leverages resources in solving problems. A sample item is: ''Knows how to find alternatives to achieve the goals.'' Four items for creating ideas assess whether an individual encourages innovation and explores new ways of doing things. A sample item is: ''Likes to explore different ways to achieve a goal.'' Four items for championing change assess whether an individual embraces and gets buy-in for change and properly deals with resistance. A sample item is: ''Enthusiastically embraces change by acting as a role model to others.'' Composite scores of these five indicators for the self, supervisor, peer, and subordinate ratings are used in the analysis. Item scores are not made available to the authors, thus Cronbach's alphas for each scale with this sample cannot be reported. However, the reliability and validity of the 360-degree rating questionnaire have been reported earlier (Wang et al., 2006) . Table 1 presents descriptive statistics and intercorrelations among variables. Results showed that the gender and age generally had nonsignificant relationships with the main research variables (r's ¼ À.02 to .14, Mean r ¼ .03, p'sW.05 for all relationships). Variables from the same rating source on different proactivity constructs had higher intercorrelations (i.e., Mean r ¼ .47, .66, .76, and .73 across five proactivity constructs collected from the self, supervisors, peers, and subordinates, respectively, p'so.01), revealing a strong method (rating source) effect. The correlations between self-rated proactivity variables and other-rated proactivity variables were low. Specifically, the mean correlation across five proactivity variables was .05 between self-rating and supervisor rating, .07 between self-rating and peer rating, and .10 between self-rating and subordinate rating. The correlations among other rater groups were slightly higher. The mean correlation across five proactivity variables was .22 between supervisor rating and peer rating, .13 between supervisor rating and subordinate rating, and .21 between peer rating and subordinate rating. These results suggested that self-perception on proactivity was very different from others' perceptions. Besides, the low to moderate correlations across all rating sources may lead to the conclusion that ratings on proactivity from different sources do not have a good level of consistency. However, such result may be due to the strong method (rating source) effect associated with the variables, which is not taken into account in observed correlations. Thus, we used a CFA model for MTMM data in the next set of analysis in order to uncover the true relationships of study variables in a more refined manner.
RESULTS
We used the technique of CFA to construct a Correlated TraitsUncorrelated Methods (CTUM) model. In this model, variables assessed from the same source are influenced by a common method factor; thus in this case, four method factors (i.e., self, supervisor, peer, and subordinate) were posited. These four method factors were specified as independent. Note: Correlations higher than .08 are significant at po.05; correlations higher than .11 are significant at po.01; correlations higher than .14 are significant at po.001. 
Understanding Leaders' Proactivity
Variables assessing the same meanings were influenced by the same underlying proactivity factors; thus in this case, five proactivity-related factors (i.e., envisioning and following goals, planning, solving problems, creating ideas, and championing change) were posited. These five proactivity constructs were allowed to be related, given that they are expected to be all underpinned by a general proactivity factor. Errors of all variables were not allowed to be related. Fig. 1 presents the specification of this model, which was estimated using Mplus (L. K. Muthe´n & Muthe´n, 2007) . A maximum likelihood estimator with Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-square correction was used. The first loading of each latent factor was set as 1 to fix the latent factor scale. We relied on four fit indices (CFI, TLI, RMSEA, and SRMR), as suggested by Hu and Bentler (1999) Table 2 presents results of parameters of this model. All estimates were significant at po.01. The significant factor loadings on the four method factors showed strong method effects associated with all rating sources. The significant factor loadings on the five proactivity factors showed that variables assessing the same proactivity construct all converge on the underlying factors. Finally, the significant correlations among the five proactivity factors were not independent. Their correlations, ranging from .70 to .91, were very high.
Given the high intercorrelations among the five proactivity factors, we further specified a second-order factor to account for their relationships, to generate more parsimonious relationships of the study variables. Fig. 2 presents this revised model, in which we added a second-order factor to influence the five proactivity factors. Overall fit indices showed that this model also had excellent fit (Satorra-Bentler w 2 ¼ 178.26, df ¼ 140;
Note: Sg: Self-rated envisioning and following goals; Sp: Self-rated planning; Ss: Selfrated solving problems; Si: Self-rated creating ideas; Sc: Self-rated championing change; SUPg: Supervisor-rated envisioning and following goals; SUPp: Supervisorrated planning; SUPs: Supervisor-rated solving problems; SUPi: Supervisor-rated creating ideas; SUPc: Supervisor-rated championing change; PEg: Peer-rated envisioning and following goals; PEp: Peer-rated planning; PEs: Peer-rated solving problems; PEi: Peer-rated creating ideas; PEc: Peer-rated championing change; SUBg: Subordinate-rated envisioning and following goals; SUBp: Subordinate-rated planning; SUBs: Subordinate-rated solving problems; SUBi: Subordinate-rated creating ideas; SUBc: Subordinate-rated championing change. Revised Model with a Second-Order Proactivity Factor and Four Uncorrelated Method Factors. Note: Sg: Self-rated envisioning and following goals; Sp: Self-rated planning; Ss: Selfrated solving problems; Si: Self-rated creating ideas; Sc: Self-rated championing change; SUPg: Supervisor-rated envisioning and following goals; SUPp: Supervisorrated planning; SUPs: Supervisor-rated solving problems; SUPi: Supervisor-rated creating ideas; SUPc: Supervisor-rated championing change; PEg: Peer-rated envisioning and following goals; PEp: Peer-rated planning; PEs: Peer-rated solving problems; PEi: Peer-rated creating ideas; PEc: Peer-rated championing change; SUBg: Subordinate-rated envisioning and following goals; SUBp: Subordinate-rated planning; SUBs: Subordinate-rated solving problems; SUBi: Subordinate-rated creating ideas; SUBc: Subordinate-rated championing change. 
Note: All estimates were significant at po.01.
CFI ¼ .995; TLI ¼ .993; RMSEA ¼ .021; SRMR ¼ .047). Table 3 presents results of parameters of this revised model. All estimates were significant at po.01. This model revealed that the five proactivity factors were indeed influenced by a high-order proactivity factor.
DISCUSSION
This study empirically addresses leaders' proactivity with a process view and from multiple rater sources. Using an MTMM design and a CFA modeling, we found that (1) there was a strong method effect from different rater groups; (2) indicators from different rater sources, yet tapping the same meanings, consistently converge on the same underlying factor; and (3) the five proactivity indicators were highly interrelated and could be explained by a higher-order, general proactivity factor. These findings provide several implications. First, the strong method effects of rater source revealed that different raters do possess rather different views, which resulted in low correlations in the observed scores on proactivity indicators (see Table 1 ). If we did not control this strong method effect, we would have misleadingly concluded that all four rater groups did not have any consistency in assessing a target leaders' proactivity. The use of multiple-source ratings not only provides more comprehensive and holistic understanding of leaders' proactivity, but more importantly, helps minimize the potential bias associated with the reliance on an individual rater or rater group. Second, we found that indicators with the same meanings but from different rater groups were consistently influenced by the same proactivity construct, revealing that different raters do have a similar view in evaluating leaders' performance on various stages in the process of achieving proactive goals. Accordingly, it shows that if a leader is proactive, then, this person is consistently demonstrating proactivity when interacting with his/her supervisors, colleagues, and subordinates. Additionally, this finding supports the convergent validity of the five proactivity-related constructs when they were assessed by different methods (raters).
However, the five selected proactivity constructs did not have good enough discriminant validity because their intercorrelations were very high. The high correlations may be due to the fact that these five constructs are all underpinned by a general proactive tendency, that is to say, a leader who is proactive in thinking may also be proactive in planning and acting. It is also possible, however, that raters may rely on a general impression to evaluate leaders' proactivity in various stages; that is, their judgment is subject to hallo effect. Our argument can be supported by the correlations presented in Table 1 . In brief, the intercorrelations among five proactivity indicators using self-report method were moderate (average r ¼ .47), and are similar to those obtained by Bindl et al. (in press ), who also used a self-report method. In comparison, the same intercorrelations from each of the three otherreport sources were much higher (i.e., average r ¼ .66, .76, and .73 respectively for supervisors, peers, subordinates). Hence, the hallo effect was more strongly presented when proactivity was rated by other observers and may be a confounding factor that diminished discriminant validity of the five selected proactivity constructs, when we tested discriminant validity with an MTMM design. The strong hallo effect using other-report might have occurred because the process model of proactivity required us to include cognitive activities, such as the goal envisioning stage and planning stage in our analysis. These activities may be hard to observe by others, and thus other raters may have based their judgment on the more concrete, visible proactivity behaviors during the performing stage and extend the perception in rating cognitive activities. In this regard, our finding suggests that using multiple ratings for different stages of proactivity, such that using self-report method for goal envisioning and planning stages and using otherreport method for performing stage, would be a desirable approach to evaluate employees' proactivity.
Finally, several limitations should be noted. First, we relied on crosssectional design that prevented us from examining the operation of a proactive process in a longitudinal manner. Related to this issue, we did not assess activities at different stages (i.e., thinking, planning, and performing) in a process driven by the same goal or following the same event of an individual. We only assessed those activities in a general sense. Therefore, we did not directly examine the sequential stage model proposed by the process view, as De Vos et al. (2009) did in their studies. Second, we used an EMBA student sample to ensure the diversity of occupational backgrounds among participants in order to derive generalizable results. A downside of using such a sample is that we were prevented from defining desirable proactive activities within specific occupational contexts, as Parker et al. (2006) did. Therefore, we may have missed important situational information that affected individual behaviors in performing proactivity-oriented activities. Nevertheless, these limitations do not diminish the contributions of this research in highlighting the implications of using multisource ratings to assess leaders' proactivity. In general, our finding supports the usage of multisource ratings and shows that when rater effect is controlled, ratings from different rater sources are convergent. Future studies can extend from our findings and use a more rigorous study design, such as using a longitudinal, 360-rating design to follow leaders' entire behavioral and thought process in executing a proactive goal to better understand the nature of leaders' proactivity.
